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underautomated. (Final rule; extension
of compliance date, 59 FR 39425,
August 3, 1994). The compliance date
remains January 1, 1995, for all other
credit unions.

Legislative Activity

Since the last extension, several bills
have been introduced into the 104th
Congress of the United States to either
repeal, or restrict the scope of TISA. ‘‘A
bill to repeal the Truth in Savings Act,’’
H.R. 337, introduced in the House of
Representatives on January 4, 1995,
would repeal TISA. The ‘‘Financial
Institutions Regulatory Relief Act of
1995,’’ H.R. 1858, introduced in the
House of Representatives on June 15,
1995, would amend TISA by repealing
many of its disclosure requirements and
civil liability provisions. Section
270(3)(B) of H.R. 1858 excludes
‘‘nonautomated credit unions which
were not required to comply with the
requirements of [TISA] as of the date of
the enactment of [H.R. 1858] pursuant to
the determination of the NCUA Board.’’
The ‘‘Economic Growth and Regulatory
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995,’’ S.
650, introduced in the Senate on March
30, 1995, would repeal TISA and
replace it with the Payment of Interest
Act (PIA). PIA basically eliminates
TISA’s disclosure requirements, but
retains the requirement that interest and
dividends on accounts be calculated on
the full amount of principal in the
account for each day and at the rate(s)
disclosed by the depository institution.

Importance of Small Credit Unions

The NCUA Board is very concerned
with the continued viability of small
credit unions. Ten years ago, credit
unions under $2 million in size made
up about two-thirds (10,564) of all
federally insured credit unions. Today,
such credit unions number only 3,666,
about one-third of federally insured
credit unions. In addition, the assets of
today’s 3,666 smallest credit unions are
approximately one percent of total
assets in all credit unions, while credit
unions of $2 million or less accounted
for 7.7 percent of total assets ten years
ago. The average credit union today has
$25.4 million in assets, compared to $5
million ten years ago.

However, many of these small credit
unions are already automated or have
in-house data processing capabilities,
and have not been covered by previous
exemptions. Only a small number of
credit unions are affected by this
amendment and extension. NCUA
previously determined that there were
1,248 credit unions under $2 million in
assets that have no or insufficient or

inadequate computers or in-house data
processing capability.

Given Congressional legislative
activity, and requests for a
postponement in the Official Staff
Commentary from national trade
associations, the Board has decided, in
the name of regulatory relief and in the
spirit of the National Performance
Review and Presidential Regulatory
Reform Initiative, to delay the
compliance date of part 707 until
January 1, 1997 for affected credit
unions. A compliance date extension of
this length will enable the NCUA to
observe and implement any possible
legislative initiatives by the 104th
Congress, while also providing
continued regulatory relief to presently
exempted credit unions. In the
meantime, the Board continues to
support several small credit union
initiatives to continue the development
of small credit unions. Recently, the
Board authorized an NCUA Conference
on ‘‘Serving the Underserved’’
scheduled for August of 1996. The
purpose of this conference is to provide
opportunities for education, networking
between different asset size credit
unions, and to find solutions to
availability of service issues faced by
the agency and credit unions. In April
of 1994, the NCUA Board adopted a
program to place retired NCUA
computers with nonautomated credit
unions with $2 million or less in assets.
To date, 435 small credit unions have
participated in this program and
received retired NCUA examiner laptop
computers. The Board is also working
on several other initiatives to enhance
small credit union development.

The compliance date has remained
January 1, 1995, for all other credit
unions (automated credit unions under
$2 million in assets and all credit
unions having over $2 million or more
in assets).

Definition of Nonautomated
NCUA generally uses the December

31, 1994, NCUA Form 5300 report to
determine the requisite nonautomation
status and asset size for those credit
unions filing Form 5300 reports that are
eligible for the extensions in required
compliance.

Credit unions which do not file Form
5300 reports will be permitted to prove
nonautomation status and asset size by
other means. By the term
‘‘nonautomation status’’ NCUA means
those credit unions without adequate
and sufficient computer or data
processing capacity and capability to
operate and maintain a share and loan
software program able to cover all
member accounts at the credit union.

NCUA will consider verified self-
certifications, certifications by
appropriate state supervisory
authorities, and other equivalent forms
of proof as sufficient for eligibility for
the extension by non-federally insured
credit unions. With the assistance of the
affected credit unions, trade groups, and
the NCUA regional and central office
staffs, NCUA has identified credit
unions in need of Truth in Savings
compliance assistance, and is providing
various educational and other assistance
to the affected small, nonautomated
credit unions.

Credit unions currently exempt, that
surpass the $2 million asset threshold
during the 1995 calendar year, should
plan to comply with TISA on January 1,
one year subsequent to the year end
reporting cycle in which they report
assets over $2 million.

Administrative Procedure Act
The amendment and extension made

to this part are not subject to the notice
and comment provisions of the
Administrative Procedure Act (APA), 5
U.S.C. 551 et seq. The extension relates
to a few credit unions that need more
time and assistance in complying with
part 707. No major changes are
contemplated, or made, by this
amendment and extension. Therefore,
the NCUA Board has determined that, in
this case, the APA notice and comment
procedures for this amendment and
extension are impracticable,
unnecessary, and contrary to the public
interest. 5 U.S.C. 553(b)(3)(B).

By the National Credit Union
Administration Board on November 6, 1995.
Becky Baker,
Secretary of the Board.
[FR Doc. 95–28014 Filed 11–13–95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7535–01–P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 39

[Docket No. 95–NM–206–AD; Amendment
39–9426; AD 95–23–06]

Airworthiness Directives; British
Aerospace Model BAe 146–100A,
–200A, and –300A Airplanes and Model
Avro 146–RJ70A, –RJ85A, and RJ–
100A Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration, DOT.
ACTION: Final rule; request for
comments.

SUMMARY: This amendment adopts a
new airworthiness directive (AD) that is
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applicable to certain British Aerospace
Model BAe 146–100A, –200A, and
–300A airplanes and Model Avro 146–
RJ70A, –RJ85A, and RJ–100A airplanes.
This action requires inspections to
detect cracking and evidence of exhaust
leaks in the forward face of the central
panel of the forward firewall of the
auxiliary power unit (APU) bay, and
replacement of the central panel with a
new panel, if necessary. This
amendment is prompted by a report
indicating that cracking due to leakage
of hot exhaust gases was found in the
forward face of the forward firewall of
the APU bay. The actions specified in
this AD are intended to prevent such gas
leakage and subsequent cracking, which
could damage the wiring to the APU fire
bottle; this condition could result in
failure of the APU fire bottle to
discharge in the event of an APU fire.
DATES: Effective November 29, 1995.

The incorporation by reference of
certain publications listed in the
regulations is approved by the Director
of the Federal Register as of November
29, 1995.

Comments for inclusion in the Rules
Docket must be received on or before
January 16, 1996.
ADDRESSES: Submit comments in
triplicate to the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), Transport
Airplane Directorate, ANM–103,
Attention: Rules Docket No. 95–NM–
206–AD, 1601 Lind Avenue, SW.,
Renton, Washington 98055–4056. The
service information referenced in this
AD may be obtained from British
Aerospace Holding, Inc., Avro
International Aerospace Division, P.O.
Box 16039, Dulles International Airport,
Washington, DC 20041–6039. This
information may be examined at the
FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate,
1601 Lind Avenue, SW., Renton,
Washington; or at the Office of the
Federal Register, 800 North Capitol
Street, NW., suite 700, Washington, DC.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Tim
Backman, Aerospace Engineer,
Standardization Branch, ANM–113,
FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate,
1601 Lind Avenue, SW., Renton,
Washington 98055–4056; telephone
(206) 227–2797; fax (206) 227–1149.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Civil
Aviation Authority (CAA), which is the
airworthiness authority for the United
Kingdom, recently notified the FAA that
an unsafe condition may exist on certain
British Aerospace Model BAe 146–
100A, –200A, and –300A airplanes and
Model Avro 146–RJ70A, –RJ85A, and
RJ–100A airplanes. The CAA advises
that it received a report indicating that
cracking was found in the aluminum

face plate on the forward side of the
central panel of the forward firewall of
the auxiliary power unit (APU) bay on
a British Aerospace Model BAe 146
series airplane. Hot exhaust gases
escaped through the sealing system used
around the duct at the central panel of
the forward firewall of the APU bay.
Exposure to these hot gases resulted in
cracking of the aluminum alloy portion
of the central panel. Leakage of
additional hot gases through the seal
and resultant cracking could damage the
wiring to the APU fire bottle. This
condition, if not corrected, could result
in failure of the APU fire bottle to
discharge in the event of an APU fire.

British Aerospace has issued Service
Bulletin S.B.26–35, Revision 1, dated
August 30, 1995, which describes
procedures for repetitive close detailed
visual inspections to detect cracking
and evidence of exhaust leaks in the
forward face of the central panel of the
forward firewall of the APU bay. For
airplanes on which both cracking and
evidence of gas leakage are found, the
service bulletin specifies that operation
of the APU must be prohibited either
when the aircraft is on the ground or in
flight until the central panel has been
replaced with a new panel. The CAA
classified this service bulletin as
mandatory in order to assure the
continued airworthiness of these
airplanes in the United Kingdom.

British Aerospace also has issued
Service Bulletin SB.26–35–36179A,
dated August 4, 1995, which describes
procedures for replacement of the
central panel (constructed of aluminum
alloy) of the forward firewall of the APU
bay with a new panel constructed of
titanium TA2 (Modification
HCM36179A). The modification also
involves replacing the associated
stiffeners. The titanium central panel
will provide better resistance to
cracking at high temperatures.
Accomplishment of this modification
eliminates the need for repetitive
inspections of the forward face of the
central panel of the forward firewall of
the APU bay.

For airplanes on which the previously
described modification has not been
accomplished, British Aerospace also
has issued Service Bulletin SB.26–36–
36179B, dated June 22, 1995, which
describes procedures for installation of
a protective aluminum alloy shield on
the vertical stiffener (left-hand) next to
the exhaust aperture of the forward
firewall of the APU bay (Modification
HCM36179B). Accomplishment of the
installation provides protection of the
wiring installation of the APU fire
bottle. The service bulletin specifies that
accomplishment of this installation

increases the interval for repetitive
inspections of the forward face of the
central panel of the forward firewall of
the APU bay to coincide with regularly
scheduled maintenance of the affected
airplanes.

These airplane models are
manufactured in the United Kingdom
and are type certificated for operation in
the United States under the provisions
of section 21.29 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations (14 CFR 21.29) and the
applicable bilateral airworthiness
agreement. Pursuant to this bilateral
airworthiness agreement, the CAA has
kept the FAA informed of the situation
described above. The FAA has
examined the findings of the CAA,
reviewed all available information, and
determined that AD action is necessary
for products of this type design that are
certificated for operation in the United
States.

Since an unsafe condition has been
identified that is likely to exist or
develop on other airplanes of the same
type design registered in the United
States, this AD is being issued to
prevent leakage of hot exhaust gases and
subsequent cracking of the forward face
of the forward firewall of the APU bay,
which could damage the wiring to the
APU fire bottle and result in failure of
the APU fire bottle to discharge in the
event of an APU fire. This AD requires
repetitive close detailed visual
inspections to detect cracking and
evidence of exhaust leaks in the forward
face of the central panel of the forward
firewall of the APU bay, and
replacement of the central panel with a
new panel, if necessary. Such
replacement, if accomplished,
constitutes terminating action for the
requirements of this AD. For airplanes
on which cracking and evidence of gas
leakage are found, this AD also prohibits
operation of the APU (either when the
aircraft is on the ground or in flight)
until the central panel has been
replaced with a new panel. This AD also
provides for installation of a protective
aluminum alloy shield on the vertical
stiffener (left-hand) next to the exhaust
aperture of the forward firewall of the
APU bay, which, if accomplished,
increases the interval for repetitive
inspections of the forward face of the
central panel of the forward firewall of
the APU bay. The actions are required
to be accomplished in accordance with
the service bulletins described
previously.

Operators should note that, for
airplanes on which cracks are found,
but no evidence of gas leakage is found,
British Aerospace Service Bulletin
S.B.26–35 recommends that daily
inspections be accomplished and that
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corrective action be accomplished at the
‘‘next convenient downtime.’’ This AD,
however, requires daily inspections and
accomplishment of the corrective action
(replacement of the central panel)
within 14 days after crack detection.
The FAA finds that a 14-day compliance
time will address the unsafe condition
in a timely manner and will decrease
reliance on daily inspections, which
require approximately one work hour to
perform.

Since a situation exists that requires
the immediate adoption of this
regulation, it is found that notice and
opportunity for prior public comment
hereon are impracticable, and that good
cause exists for making this amendment
effective in less than 30 days.

Comments Invited
Although this action is in the form of

a final rule that involves requirements
affecting flight safety and, thus, was not
preceded by notice and an opportunity
for public comment, comments are
invited on this rule. Interested persons
are invited to comment on this rule by
submitting such written data, views, or
arguments as they may desire.
Communications shall identify the
Rules Docket number and be submitted
in triplicate to the address specified
under the caption ADDRESSES. All
communications received on or before
the closing date for comments will be
considered, and this rule may be
amended in light of the comments
received. Factual information that
supports the commenter’s ideas and
suggestions is extremely helpful in
evaluating the effectiveness of the AD
action and determining whether
additional rulemaking action would be
needed.

Comments are specifically invited on
the overall regulatory, economic,
environmental, and energy aspects of
the rule that might suggest a need to
modify the rule. All comments
submitted will be available, both before
and after the closing date for comments,
in the Rules Docket for examination by
interested persons. A report that
summarizes each FAA-public contact
concerned with the substance of this AD
will be filed in the Rules Docket.

Commenters wishing the FAA to
acknowledge receipt of their comments
submitted in response to this rule must
submit a self-addressed, stamped
postcard on which the following
statement is made: ‘‘Comments to
Docket Number 95–NM–206–AD.’’ The
postcard will be date stamped and
returned to the commenter.

The regulations adopted herein will
not have substantial direct effects on the
States, on the relationship between the

national government and the States, or
on the distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government. Therefore, in
accordance with Executive Order 12612,
it is determined that this final rule does
not have sufficient federalism
implications to warrant the preparation
of a Federalism Assessment.

The FAA has determined that this
regulation is an emergency regulation
that must be issued immediately to
correct an unsafe condition in aircraft,
and that it is not a ‘‘significant
regulatory action’’ under Executive
Order 12866. It has been determined
further that this action involves an
emergency regulation under DOT
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44
FR 11034, February 26, 1979). If it is
determined that this emergency
regulation otherwise would be
significant under DOT Regulatory
Policies and Procedures, a final
regulatory evaluation will be prepared
and placed in the Rules Docket. A copy
of it, if filed, may be obtained from the
Rules Docket at the location provided
under the caption ADDRESSES.
List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, Incorporation by reference,
Safety.
Adoption of the Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the
authority delegated to me by the
Administrator, the Federal Aviation
Administration amends part 39 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations (14 CFR
part 39) as follows:

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS
DIRECTIVES

1. The authority citation for part 39
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 USC 106(g), 40101, 40113,
44701.

§ 39.13 [Amended]
2. Section 39.13 is amended by

adding the following new airworthiness
directive:
95–23–06 British Aerospace Regional

Aircraft Limited, Avro International
Aerospace Division (Formerly British
Aerospace, plc; British Aerospace
Commercial Aircraft Limited):
Amendment 39–9426. Docket 95–NM–
206–AD.

Applicability: Model BAe 146–100A,
–200A, and –300A airplanes, and Model
Avro 146–RJ70A, –RJ85A, and RJ–100A
airplanes; on which British Aerospace
Modification HCM36019A is installed;
certificated in any category.

Note 1: This AD applies to each airplane
identified in the preceding applicability
provision, regardless of whether it has been
otherwise modified, altered, or repaired in
the area subject to the requirements of this

AD. For airplanes that have been modified,
altered, or repaired so that the performance
of the requirements of this AD is affected, the
owner/operator must use the authority
provided in paragraph (d) of this AD to
request approval from the FAA. This
approval may address either no action, if the
current configuration eliminates the unsafe
condition; or different actions necessary to
address the unsafe condition described in
this AD. Such a request should include an
assessment of the effect of the changed
configuration on the unsafe condition
addressed by this AD. In no case does the
presence of any modification, alteration, or
repair remove any airplane from the
applicability of this AD.

Compliance: Required as indicated, unless
accomplished previously.

To prevent leakage of hot exhaust gases
and subsequent cracking of the forward face
of the forward firewall of the auxiliary power
unit (APU) bay, which could damage the
wiring to the APU fire bottle and result in
failure of the APU fire bottle to discharge in
the event of an APU fire, accomplish the
following:

(a) Within 7 days after the effective date of
this AD: Perform a close detailed visual
inspection to detect cracking and evidence of
exhaust leaks in the forward face of the
central panel of the forward firewall of the
APU bay, in accordance with British
Aerospace Service Bulletin S.B.26–35,
Revision 1, dated August 30, 1995.

Note 2: Inspections accomplished prior to
the effective date of this AD in accordance
with British Aerospace Service Bulletin
S.B.26–35, dated May 17, 1995, are
considered acceptable for compliance with
the applicable action specified in this
amendment.

(1) If no crack or evidence of gas leakage
is found, repeat the inspection required by
paragraph (a) of this AD thereafter at
intervals not to exceed 200 landings, except
as provided by paragraph (b) of this AD.

(2) If any crack is found, but no evidence
of gas leakage is detected, repeat the
inspection required by paragraph (a) of this
AD thereafter at daily intervals. Within 14
days after detecting any crack, accomplish
the replacement specified in paragraph (c) of
this AD.

(3) If any crack is found and evidence of
gas leakage is detected, prior to further flight,
accomplish the replacement specified in
paragraph (c) of this AD. Operation of the
APU is prohibited (either when the aircraft
is on the ground or in flight) until the
replacement is accomplished.

(b) Installation of a protective aluminum
alloy shield on the vertical stiffener (left-
hand) next to the exhaust aperture of the
forward firewall of the APU bay
(Modification HCM36179B), in accordance
with British Aerospace Service Bulletin
SB.26–36–36179B, dated June 22, 1995,
increases the interval for repetitive
inspections required by paragraph (a)(1) of
this AD from 200 landings to 400 landings.

(c) Replacement of the central panel of the
forward firewall of the APU bay with a new
panel (Modification HCM36179A), in
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accordance with British Aerospace Service
Bulletin SB.26–35–36179A, dated August 4,
1995, constitutes terminating action for the
requirements of this AD.

(d) An alternative method of compliance or
adjustment of the compliance time that
provides an acceptable level of safety may be
used if approved by the Manager,
Standardization Branch, ANM–113, FAA,
Transport Airplane Directorate. Operators
shall submit their requests through an
appropriate FAA Principal Maintenance
Inspector, who may add comments and then
send it to the Manager, Standardization
Branch, ANM–113.

Note 3: Information concerning the
existence of approved alternative methods of
compliance with this AD, if any, may be
obtained from the Standardization Branch,
ANM–113.

(e) Special flight permits may be issued in
accordance with sections 21.197 and 21.199
of the Federal Aviation Regulations (14 CFR
21.197 and 21.199) to operate the airplane to
a location where the requirements of this AD
can be accomplished.

(f) The actions shall be done in accordance
with British Aerospace Service Bulletin
S.B.26–35, Revision 1, dated August 30,
1995; British Aerospace Service Bulletin
SB.26–35–36179A, dated August 4, 1995; and
British Aerospace Service Bulletin SB.26–36–
36179B, dated June 22, 1995. This
incorporation by reference was approved by
the Director of the Federal Register in
accordance with 5 U.S.C. 552(a) and 1 CFR
part 51. Copies may be obtained from British
Aerospace Holding, Inc., Avro International
Aerospace Division, P.O. Box 16039, Dulles
International Airport, Washington DC 20041–
6039. Copies may be inspected at the FAA,
Transport Airplane Directorate, 1601 Lind
Avenue, SW., Renton, Washington; or at the
Office of the Federal Register, 800 North
Capitol Street, NW., suite 700, Washington,
DC.

(g) This amendment becomes effective on
November 29, 1995.

Issued in Renton, Washington, on
November 6, 1995.
Darrell M. Pederson,
Acting Manager, Transport Airplane
Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service.
[FR Doc. 95–27913 Filed 11–13–95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910–13–U

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Office of Labor-Management
Standards

29 CFR Part 452

RIN 1294–AA09

Eligibility Requirements for Candidacy
for Union Office

AGENCY: Office of Labor-Management
Standards, Labor.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Office of Labor-
Management Standards is amending its

interpretative regulations on labor
organization officer elections. The
amendment will add a reference to a
ruling by the Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia Circuit regarding
the reasonableness of meeting
attendance requirements set by labor
organizations for eligibility for union
office. This amendment will inform the
public of a court decision that guides
the Office in its enforcement actions.
EFFECTIVE DATE: December 14, 1995.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Kay
H. Oshel, Chief, Division of
Interpretations and Standards, Office of
Labor-Management Standards, Office of
the American Workplace, U.S.
Department of Labor, 200 Constitution
Avenue, NW., Room N–5605,
Washington, DC 20210, (202) 219–7373.
This is not a toll-free number.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Title IV of
the Labor-Management Reporting and
Disclosure Act of 1959, as amended
(LMRDA) sets forth standards and
requirements for the election of labor
organization officers. Section 401(e) of
title IV, 29 U.S.C. 481(e), provides in
part that every member in good standing
has the right to be a candidate subject
‘‘to reasonable qualifications uniformly
imposed.’’

In connection with the Department’s
enforcement responsibilities under
LMRDA title IV, interpretative
regulations have been promulgated, 29
CFR Part 452, in order to provide the
public with information as to the
Secretary’s ‘‘construction of the law
which will guide him in performing his
[enforcement] duties.’’ 29 CFR § 452.1.
Several provisions in the interpretative
regulations discuss union-imposed
qualifications on candidacy eligibility.
One of these provisions, 29 CFR
§ 452.38, deals specifically with meeting
attendance requirements and lists
several factors to consider in
determining whether, under ‘‘all the
circumstances,’’ a particular meeting
attendance requirement is reasonable.

On June 15, 1994, OLMS published an
advance notice of proposed rulemaking
(ANPRM) requesting comments from the
public on the possible need to modify
the interpretative regulations on
meeting attendance requirements in
order to incorporate a ruling of the
United States Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia Circuit in Doyle v.
Brock, 821 F.2d 778 (D.C. Cir. 1987). In
Doyle, the Secretary had decided not to
bring civil action on a member’s
complaint about his union’s meeting
attendance requirement, even though
the requirement disqualified 97% of the
members. The Secretary’s position, after
reviewing the factors set forth in 29 CFR

§ 452.38, was that since the requirement
was not on its face unreasonable (i.e., it
did not require a member to decide to
become a candidate an excessively long
period before the election) and it was
not difficult to meet (i.e., the meetings
were held at convenient times and
locations and the union provided liberal
excuse provisions), the large impact of
the requirement was not by itself
sufficient to render it unreasonable. The
district court ruled against the
Secretary, Doyle v. Brock, 641 F. Supp.
223 and 632 F. Supp. 256 (D.D.C. 1986),
and the court of appeals affirmed the
lower court.

After reviewing the comments
submitted on the ANPRM, the
Department published a notice of
proposed rulemaking (NPRM) on May
17, 1995 (60 FR 26388). The NPRM
proposed revising 29 CFR 452.38 by
replacing the current text of footnote 25
with a brief summary of the holding in
Doyle that a meeting attendance
requirement may be unreasonable solely
on the basis of its impact in rendering
members ineligible.

One comment from an individual was
received on the NPRM. That comment
wanted to have meeting attendance
requirements banned because they
impede challenges to current union
leadership. However, as stated in the
NPRM, after reviewing the comments on
the ANPRM the Department has
concluded that there is not a sufficient
legal basis at this time to hold that
meeting attendance requirements are
per se unreasonable under the LMRDA.
Therefore, the Department is adopting
the proposal as set forth in the NPRM.

Administrative Notices

A. Executive Order 12866
The Department of Labor has

determined that this proposed rule is
not a significant regulatory action as
defined in section 3(f) of Executive
Order 12866 in that it will not (1) have
an annual effect on the economy of $100
million or more, or adversely affect in
a material way the economy, a sector of
the economy, productivity, competition,
jobs, the environment, public health or
safety, or State, local, or tribal
governments or communities, (2) create
a serious inconsistency or otherwise
interfere with an action taken or
planned by another agency, (3)
materially alter the budgetary impact of
entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan
programs or the rights and obligations of
recipients thereof, or (4) raise novel
legal or policy issues arising out of legal
mandates, the President’s priorities, or
the principles set forth in Executive
Order 12866.
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